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In response to the restriction requirement of September 26, 2006, applicants traverse the 
requirement for restriction and request reconsideration on the following basis. 

The Official Action sets forth six groups of claims and indicates that the inventions 
covered by those six groups of claims are unrelated. The Official Action further says that 
"Inventions are unrelated if it can be shown that they are not disclosed as capable of use together 
and they have different modes of operation, different functions, or different effects. . .". It is 
further said in the Official Action that "... each of Groups 1-6 methods involves different step 
use different product (substrate or enzyme) and produce different result (different 
oligosaccharides)." 

Applicants understand this comment to mean that the Examiner believes that the methods 
set forth in each of the Groups 1 thru 6 involve different method steps using different products to 
produce different end products. 
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It should first of all be pointed out that the claims of Groups 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 are all 
directed to producing a lactosamine compound with a P 1-4 linkage. Thus, the claims in these 
groups do not relate to the production of a different end product or different end result. 

It is noted that Group 2 is directed to Claims 26 to 37, 40 and 66. Claims 26, 28-31, 36 
and 37 and 40 are also included in Group 1, and it is clear that the claims in Group 2 cannot be 
considered to be a separate and distinct invention from the subject matter of the claims of Group 
1. 

Consequently, applicants respectfully request that claims in Groups 1 and 2 be considered 
as closely related inventions. 

With respect to Group 3, Claims 38, 39 and 63-65 are also directed to making a 
lactosamine containing compound with a P 1-4 linkage and call for the use of a second enzyme. 
Since the claims of Group 1 are in the "comprising" format, the claims of Group 1 would 
encompass the use of more than one enzyme. As for the claims of Group 4, applicant does not 
contest the restriction requirement. 

The claims of Group 5 are also drawn to making a lactosamine containing compound 
with a p 1-4 linkage and should also be examined with the Group 1-3 claims. 

Claim 73 in Group 6 is dependent in Claim 48 and therefore should be examined with 
Group 5. 

In summary, it is believed that the claims of Groups 1-3, 5 and 6 should be examined in 
this application. 
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Applicants provisionally elect the subject matter of Group 1, namely Claims 26, 28-31, 
36, 37, 40, 42, 44, 45 and 67 through 71. 

Examination on the merits is awaited. 



Dated: October 26, 2006 
Suite 3100, Promenade II 
1230 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3592 
Telephone: (404) 815-3593 
Facsimile: (404) 685-6893 



Respectfully submitted, 



SMITH, GAMBRELL & RUSSELL, LLP 
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